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ABSTRACT
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all students. In Kentucky, the changing political context at the school level
provided the basis for a problem-based learning module for principals
implementing Kentucky's school-based reform. A research project examined
problems encountered in implementing SBDM in Kentucky and explored issues
related to leadership, school and community empowerment, and principal
training and preparation. SBDM helps move schools from a centralized system
into a participative management mode by extending the principal's leadership
role to many individuals who engage in ongoing dialogue. SBDM emphasizes
school improvement and management at the building level. It involves
administrators, teachers, parents, and community members in a team-building,
consensus mode designed to create a school plan to produce improved student
outcomes. As schools move to participative management, they must consider
such issues as changes in the principal's role and the need to develop other
leaders in the school community who can manage in a SBDM environment.
Principals need specialized staff development to meet the new demands of
legislated reform. (Contains 15 references.) (SM)
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The challenge of moving an organization from a structured,
centralized system to a participative management mode clearly involves
wide-based efforts to produce building-level, shared decision-making
practices that impact student achievement and school performance. The
change in the role of the principalship and the need to develop other leaders
in the school community the need for schools to design a SBDM model that
supports decentralization practices that lead to the development and
implementation of a school improvement plan.

This paper identifies and describes the conditions and processes
involved in the implementation of school-centered decision making.
Specifically, an outcomes-driven developmental model is considered and the
training components of the Springfield, Missouri and Kentucky strategic
plans are examined

Two stated goals guided the inquiry in this project. The goals were (a)
to develop a problem-based learning module that assists principals in
learning how to build trust and shared vision/goals in the political context of
implementing school-based decision making; and (b) to field test, assess,
and revise this problem-based learning module.

In Ky, the changing political context at the school level provided the
basis for the problem-based learning module for principals who are engaged
in implementing Kentucky’s school-based reform. The project drew on
current problems encountered in the implementation of school-based
decision making in Kentucky. These problems of practice were then
considered in light of leadership and organizational theories as a means of
developing a problem-based learning module for school-based leadership.
Next, three topics that directly affect the implementation and effectiveness
of school-certered decision-making in changing school governance are
explored; (a) leadership, (b) school and community empowerment, (c)
principal training and preparation.

The past decade marked a period of unprecedented change in the
world. The intervals between changes have shortened and the pace at
which change now occurs has quickened. The only constant is change.

To be successful in today’s fast changing world schools are being
required to adapt quickly and effectively. The need for innovation is not
new, but never before has there been such an urgent demand to continually
create new and better solutions. Change is a factor that every school must
accept; how effectively change is implemented becomes more and more
critical to the long-term success of schools. School-based decision making
represents one effort to prepare schools with a structure that will facilitate
change implementation (Fullan, 1991).



Decentralization/ participatory management proponents maintain that
school-site autonomy, within the prescribed guidelines of the school district,
will enable schools to develop improvement plans and practices that will
maximize their community resources. Additional changes in governance
structure are also incorporated through a shared decision-making format.
The change process of SBDM is more than a concentrated effort of school
improvement and management practices at the building level; it is a
structural move at the central office level as well. The American
Association of School Administrators’ (1988) report, School-Based
Management: A Strategy for Better Learning, reminds us that “while the
role of central administrators may change, the need for them will not.
Under a system of school-based management, central office administrators
will provide leadership, support, information, and assistance to local
schools” (p. 18)

The American Association of School Administrators (1989)
characterizes school-based management and decision making as a plan that
could increase the probability for the following outcomes:

(1) a form that stirs professional debate,

(2) decisions about resources, personnel, and programs that are
more school relevant,

(3) providing appropriate learning opportunities for all students,

(4) students empowered for learning,

(5) breaking down teacher and administrator isolation,

(6) more collegiality,

(7) professional satisfaction, less burnout, stress, and

(8) school being continuously “reinvented.”

Other positive outcomes could be that ownership and commitment by
many would produce greater responsibility, higher quality; cooperation
versus competition could produce greater gains; and that, when students
observed adults engaged in productive, collaborative behavior, it will help
teach them to acquire similar behaviors.

School-centered decision making (SBDM) helps move the school
from a centralized system into a participative management mode by
extending the well-established manager/leadership role of the principal to
many individuals, all of whom engage in a dialogue, This, of course, sets
the occasion for meaningful communication. Central office and school
boards serve as support bases, while the school-site leadership team is
afforded building autonomy not only in designing the improvement plan for



the school but also in developing the strategies necessary in meeting the
objectives of the plan.

Decentralization centers on moving an organization from a structured,
centralized system to a participative management mode. For years
successful corporations have embraced participative management and
transformed their organizations by (a) directing decision making downward,
(b) empowering their workers, and (c) promoting team work (Deal &
Kennedy, 1982; Peters & Waterman, 1982; Schlechty, 1990). Until
recently, schools have operated within the framework of a centralized
decision-making model. SBDM requires a new way of operating in schools
and moves decision making from the central office to the building level
(Beers, 1984; Caldwell & Wood, 1988 Clune & White, 1988; David, 1990;
Goodlad, 1984; Guthrie, 1986; Marburger, 1985; Mojkowski & Fleming,
1988).

SBDM is a change process that focuses on school improvement and
management at the building level. It is a process that includes
administrators, teachers, parents, and community members operating in a
team-building, consensus mode that is designed to create a school plan that
will produce improved student outcomes. Despite the fact that this
emerging model (SBDM) is rapidly gaining political and public notoriety,
neither teachers nor principals are prepared or trained for this kind of
structure (Barth, 1990; Hallinger & McCary, 1990; McCarthy & Pererson,
1989; Murphy, 1991; Murphy & Hallinger, 1987; Rallis, 1990). Few
descriptive studies are available about how school communities and
principals in particular make this transition while focusing on school
improvement and management at the building level (Hansen & Liftin, 1991;
Murphy, 1991; Rallis, 1990; Schlechty, 19900; Sergiovani, 1990). This
study examined, through a case study approach, the transition of a school
from a traditional mode of governance and management to a participatory
mode.

There are important issues to consider as schools move from a
centralized decision-making model to participative management. First, there
is a change in the role of the principalship. Present-day principals typically
are expected to function as instructional, managerial, and communication
leader. However, they generally have been viewed, and often view
themselves, as disseminators of central office directives. The principal
often is responsible for addressing the needs derived from complex societal
problems. Principals are expected to have expertise in the following areas:
at-risk students, child abuse, breakfast programs, after-school care, parental
involvement, business partnerships, drug and alcohol abuse, strategic
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planning, computer technology, sex education, literacy, and legal issues.

No doubt the mobilization of resources at the building level, combined with
shared decision making, presents a dimension to the principalship that is
uncommon among managerial roles. Thus, the principal’s role shifts from a
traditional, structured position to that of facilitator as the leadership role is
extended to many individuals at the building level.

The second issue concerns the need to develop other leaders in the
school community who can manage in a SBDM environment. Casner-Lotto
(1988) reported that teachers in Hammond, Indiana have a major voice in
developing educational programs and in making decisions formerly made
solely by principals or central office staff. Decisions that traditionally were
the responsibility of the principal or central office administration (e.g.,
scheduling, staffing needs, instructional strategies, etc.) are now being
made in concert with teachers, parents, students, and administrators of
school improvement teams. This shift and the subsequent change in
responsibilities and roles afford teachers the opportunity for increased
involvement that leads to leadership roles in shaping the direction of the
school.

Given that individuals bring a wide range of personal experiences and
values to the group setting, a systematic process and “an understanding of
the decision-making process is vital to successful administration” (Hoy &
Miskel, 1987, p. 351). However, Hoy and Miskel (1987) emphasized that
positive or negative consequences will result not by whom is involved in the
decision-making process but rather under what conditions groups of people
are involved. Clearly, there is a need to develop a governance structure that
supports effective decision-making practices for the entire school
community.

The challenge of today’s leaders centers on their expertise in guiding and
promoting conditions that encourage leadership of the school community.
Changes in leadership roles today encourage leaders to “discover and to
promote conditions that allow the process of leadership to flourish” (Rallis,
1990, p. 186). When principals include students, teachers, parents, staff,
business, and community partners in a collaborative decision-making
process to improve student outcomes they have shifted their traditional role
of primary decision maker to that of facilitator. This participatory style of
management extends the leadership role to many individuals at the building
level.

The principal’s role now shifts as he or she guides the members of the
school community in developing their leadership skills. It is imperative that
the principals be skilled in instructional leadership functions that promote
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student learning. In addition, they must possess the skills required to set the
occasion for collaboration and utilization of resources as they guide others
into leadership roles.

Principals have called the pivotal figures for instructional Jeadership and
change agents for school improvement (Bridges, 1992; Curran, 1982;
Murphy, 1991). These principals require specialized staff development to
meet the new demands of legislated reform (Gerritz, Koppick, & Gurhrie,
1984; Grier, 1987; Murphy, 1990; Murphy & Hallinger, 1993; National
Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration, 1987). Like
principals elsewhere, many Kentucky principals lack the skills to make the
transition from past practice to school-based decision making. Thus, the
preparation of practicing educational administrators for reform has taken on
considerable importance in Kentucky.

Murphy (1991) identified the pressing need for improved educational
experiences for school administrators. Murphy and Hallinger (1987) state
that staff development for principals should be based on practice as well as
theory. They maintain that training should be “hands on” and simulate as
closely as possible actual problems that will be faced on the job.

Participants should be actively involved in the learning process.
Increasingly, scholars assert that staff development should reflect both the
complexities of the principalship and address issues that emerge from the
problematic context in which they work on the job (Bridges, 1990, 1992;
Hallinger, 1992).

In January 1990, the Springfield, Missouri Board of Education gave final
approval to a strategic plan that was developed by 428 staff members and
patrons. This plan helped to guide the training of a schoolwide community
staff development process utilizing the ODDM process. Thirteen action
teams were formed to study and develop the Springfield public schools’
beliefs, mission, parameters, objectives, and strategies that would set the
occasion for success of all Springfield students. This training was the
beginning for each Springfield school to develop a school-centered decision-
making model that would help the district achieve its goal.

Schools need continually to seek the best fit between students and their
learning environment. To reach this goal, individual principals and teachers
require the flexibility that local decision making provides and the
professional commitment that comes from having a hand in significant
school-level decisions. School-based management is a strategy whose time
has come. It weds the best thinking about modern management with the
need to professionalize teaching. The result will be an enriched climate both
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for educators and for students . . . and better learning for all our nation’s
students.




Yoy V I LIBRARY U2/0b/88 10:44 P.00&

REFERENCES
Barry, J. M. (1989). The ambition and the power. New York: Viking.

Carnoy, M. & MacDonell, J. (1990). Schoot district restructuring in Santa Fe, New

Mexico. Educational Policy, 4(1), 49-64.

Casner-Lotto, J. (1988). Expanding the teacher’s role: Hammond’s school
improvement process. Phi Delta Kappan, 69 (5), 349-353.

Clark, D. L., Lotto, L. S., & Astuto, T. A. (1984). Effective schools and schooi
improvement: A Comparative analysis of two lines of inquiry. Educational

Administrative Quarterly, 20(3), 41-68.

Clune, W. H. & White, P. A. (1988, September). Schaol based management;

institutiongl variation. implementation and issues for further research. Available

from Center for Policy Research in Education, Eagleton Institute of Politics,
Rutgers University, New Brunswick, NJ.

David, J. L. (1989). Synthesis of research on school-based management.

Educational_Leadership. 46(8), 45-53.
Fullan, M. (1991). The meaning_of educational change. New York: Teachers College

Press.

Guthrie, J. W. (1986). School-based management: The next needed educational

reform. Phi Delta Kappan, 68(4), 305-309.

Hallinger, P. (1992). The evolving role of America’s principals: From managerial to

instructional leaders. Journal of Educational Administration, 30{3), 35-45.

Kentucky {.egislation. (1990) House Bill 94Q. Frankfort, KY: Kentucky State Press.

Lindelow. J. (1981). School-based management. in S. C. Smith, J. A. Mazzerelia &

P. K. Pute (Eds.), School leadership: Handbook for survival. Eugene, OR:

University of Oregon.

Marburger, C. (1985). One school at a time: Schogl based management, a process

for change. Columbia, MD: National committee for citizens in education.

McCarthy, J. M. & Still, S. (1993). In J. Murphy & P. Hallinger (Eds.), Restructuring
school tearning from ongoing efforts. Newberry Park, CA: Cowan Press.

Murphy, J. (1991). Restructuring schools: Capturing_and assessing the phenomena.

New York: Columbia University Teachers College Press.

Pfeiffer, J. (1992). Managing with power. Boston: Harvard Business Press.

Q - g PEST COPY AVAILABLE




U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI)

ERIC

Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

REPRODUCTION RELEASE

(Specific Document)

. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

Title:

TMPIEMENT/NM SCHOOL _CEMTE

Aunorts): | )R . \)EDRIA IWHEELEK D DP

(S 10N AL MG

N ACPLSD

Corporate Source:

Publication Date:

o~ &

Il. REPRODUCTION RELEASE:

In order to disseminate as widely as
in the monthly abstract journai of the ERI
paper copy, and elactronic/optical media,
given to the source of each document, an

If permission is granited to re

the bottom of the page.

>

Check here
For Level 1 Release:
Permitting reproduction in
microfiche (4" x 6" film) or
other ERIC archival media
(e.g., electronic or optical)
and paper copy.

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 1 documents

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 2 documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

\
<
%’b

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS
MATERIAL IN OTHER THAN PAPER
COPY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

N\
@Q
6’6
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESQURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Level 1

Level 2

possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced
C system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced
and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS) or other ERIC vendors. Credit is
d, it reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixed to the document.

produce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following two options and sign at

=

Check here
For Level 2 Release:
Permitting reproduction in
microfiche (4" x 6° film) or
other ERIC archival media
(e.g., electronic or optical),
but not in paper copy.

Documents will be processed as indicated provided reproduction quality permits. If permission
to reproduce is grantad, but neither box is checked, documents will be processed at Level 1.

*| hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and disseminate
this document as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic/optical media by persons other than
ERIC employees and its system contractors raquires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit
reproduction by libraries and other service agencies to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries. *

" Sign [Signature; Printed Name/Position/Title:

gleeraes_; ‘Organizat] ddress:W/ TR}?H&M:MR& é{{;{lxet/fp
N0 CLerimy AVERVE g riip |
BRISTOL , W }/fQOJ nhedleevie o | /2 -/2-97

favoar)



Il. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE):

It permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another source,
please provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document unless it is
publicly available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that ERIC selection criteria are
significantly more stringent for documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.)

Publisher/Distributor:

Address:

Price:

IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER:

If the right to grant reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate name and address:

Name:

Address:

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM:

Send this {zrm to the fellowing ERIC Clearinghouse: THE SZR!C CLEARINGHCUSE CN TEACHING
AND TEACHER EDUCATION
ONE DUPONT CIRCLE, SUITE 5610
WASHINGTON, DC 20036-1186
(202) 293-2450

However, if solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, return this form (and the document being
contributed) to:

ERIC Processing and Reference Facility
1100 West Street, 2d Floor
Laurel, Maryland 20707-3598

Telephone: 301-497-4080
Toll Free: 800-799-3742
FAX: 301-953-0263
e-mail: ericfac@inet.ed.gov
WWW: http:/ericfac.piccard.csc.com




